This article analyses the process of supervision by teacher educators and its influence on English language student teachers during a practicum in Kenya. The student teachers were enrolled in a four-year Bachelor of Education course for teaching English at secondary school level. Drawing on the perspectives of teacher educators, co-operating teachers and student teachers, this analysis suggests that supervision was brief and un-coordinated and that the feedback student teachers received was mainly evaluative, directive and focused on general, rather than subject-specific pedagogy. Student teachers' concerns during the practicum were related largely to pleasing their supervisors and obtaining a pass mark, and this limited the extent to which student teachers developed the pedagogical reasoning that is considered to be the main goal of teaching practice by both the Kenya government and current literature in the field of language teacher education (LTE). This study has implications for the conduct of teaching practice on pre-service language teacher education courses in Kenya and more generally.
interact with actual learners. This session is usually referred to as teaching practice (TP) or the practicum (e.g. Crookes, 2003; Gebhard, 2009) . LTE literature presents the practicum as a very important aspect of language teacher learning (e.g. Richards, 1998; Johnson, 1999; Crookes, 2003; Borg, 2006; Farrell, 2008) . For example, Farrell (2008: 226) states that 'the practicum has come to be recognized as one of the most important aspects of a learner teacher's education during their language teaching training programme.' The importance of the practicum is also recognized in the literature on teacher education more generally (e.g. Darling-Hammond, 2006; Clarke and Collins, 2007) .
The practicum can have range of goals (eight are listed by Gebhard, 2009) , although primary amongst these is providing teachers with opportunities to 'develop the pedagogical reasoning skills they need when they begin teaching' (Richards, 1998: 78) . The term 'pedagogical reasoning' refers to the ability to think critically about the relationship between procedures and principles in teaching. It involves seeking to understand the reasons for instructional actions and comprises the decision-making and problemsolving skills that teachers call upon during both the preactive and interactive phases of teaching (Richards, 1998; Johnson, 1999; Kumaravadivelu, 2006; Youngs and Bird, 2010) . Johnson (1999: 1) argues that 'reasoning teaching lies at the core of both learning to teach and understanding teaching.' She argues that engaging student teachers in pedagogical reasoning during the practicum is essential because teaching is a complex process in which teachers must constantly take into account and make sense of often unpredictable and dynamic interrelationships among several variables including the teacher, learners, the context, and the curriculum.
Supervision by teacher educators is a key aspect of the practicum (e.g. Tang, 2003; Bailey, 2006; Farrell, 2007 Farrell, /2008 Youngs and Bird, 2010) . Supervisors can assume various roles; Bailey (2006) describes the main ones as follows:
The supervisor's role is to help novice language teachers make connections between the material in their training courses and the classroom contexts they face … the supervisor may need to guide them as they build bridges between the research and theories they have studied and the realities of the classroom teaching … so in addition to providing practical tips, supervisors' feedback can promote reflective practice and socialize novices into the professional discourse community. (pp. 240-44) Another goal of supervision identified in the LTE literature is the assessment of student teachers. Bailey (2006) argues that teacher educators from universities or other TE institutions have an important quality assurance role. She argues that, in this light, assessment of whether the student teachers meet the key requirements of the TE programme is a key aspect of supervision, and hence an important responsibility of the teacher educators. That notwithstanding, Bailey emphasizes that supporting student teacher learning ought to be given precedence over assessing them.
Irrespective of whether supervisors are aiming primarily to support or assess, a typical part of their role is to observe student teachers teaching real classes and to discuss lessons with them during a post-observation conference. Various models of supervision (such as directive and non-directive approaches) have been discussed in the LTE literature (e.g. Freeman, 1990; Gebhard, 1990) , and which suggest ways in which supervisors might structure these post-observation discussions; empirical analyses of how these work in practice is however scarce. Outside LTE, research (e.g. Fayne, 2007; Hastings, 2008) suggests that for supervision to promote student teacher learning, teacher educators have to strike a balance between assertiveness and listening to the views of the student teachers. Fayne (2007) carried out a survey on supervision in the USA involving 222 student teachers on TP. Fayne's study revealed that student teachers regarded most supervisors as playing a very important role in their learning. The student teachers identified some of these important roles as managing the process of TP, serving as people they could trust with confidential information, and giving comments on their teaching that usually contributed to improvement of their performance. Fayne concluded that:
although supervisors established the rules and had the final say on whether or not the students met programme standards, they were viewed as benevolent authority figures who took the time to understand both the student teacher and the classroom context. (p. 62) Fayne, however, identified certain conditions necessary for supervision to make this kind of contribution:
The key to success was to know when to be prescriptive, interpretive and supportive, three types of supervisory behaviour … striking the right balance increased credibility. Once rapport was established, student teachers in the study did not challenge the supervisor's ability to evaluate them fairly and were not disappointed with the feedback that they received. (p. 66) The university supervisor may not be the only individual responsible for guiding student teachers during the practicum. In many contexts, another important element in the supervision process is the cooperating teacher, who is a practising teacher based in the school where the student teacher is doing their TP and whose role it is to provide support. (This is particularly important where visits by the university supervisor may be infrequent and some time apart.) Based on her review of literature on supervision, Bailey (2006) highlights the importance of close coordination between supervisors and cooperating teachers during the practicum and highlights some of the difficulties that can arise between the two parties:
We should at least acknowledge that good communication between the two … is important for trainees as well as language learners. Sometimes the triangular relationship can make the practicum supervisor's job more difficult. Some cooperating teachers try to buffer the student teachers from criticism by the supervisor … Conservative cooperating teachers may insist that the trainees not experiment with new methods … but stick to 'tried and true ' procedures. (p. 234) To sum up this discussion of relevant literature, we have highlighted the key role that the practicum can play in student teacher learning and noted the development of pedagogical reasoning as a key goal of TP. The central role supervisors play in TP as both supporters and assessors of student teachers was also stressed, together with the lack of empirical evidence of how the supervisory process plays out in initial language teacher education settings. Finally, relationships between cooperating teachers and university supervisors -and the way these impinge on student teachers' experience -were highlighted as another contemporary issue in the literature on supervision. Against the background literature covered here, in this article we analyse the influence of supervision on English language teacher education (ELTE) students during a practicum in Kenya. Before presenting this analysis, we will first outline the context of the study.
II The Kenyan context
In Kenya, ITE for secondary school teachers normally takes place via a four-year university course leading to a Bachelor in Education (BEd) degree. Students on the BEd programme would have had eight years of primary and four years of secondary education during which English is both a compulsory subject in the curriculum as well as the medium of instruction. The objectives of ITE in Kenya are to ensure that graduates acquire a knowledge of relevant content, methodology, professionalism, appropriate attitudes and a deep understanding of teaching, all of which will enable them to diagnose and develop the educational competencies required of their learners and so enable such learners to interact effectively in the society or to continue to the next level of education (Republic of Kenya, 2004) .
The student teachers whose experiences are reported in this article had completed all their coursework at one public university (hereafter the university) in Kenya and were participating in a mandatory 12-week practicum in secondary schools. The TP was the last stage of their training, after which those who were successful would be qualified to teach. In the Teaching Practice (TP) Guide (a handbook prepared by the university to guide participants in TP), the objective of TP is stated as being to enable student teachers to 'achieve growth in knowledge, skills and attitudes as required by the teaching profession for which they are being prepared' (Teaching Practice Guide, 1990: iii) . During TP, student teachers in Kenya are expected to take full teaching responsibility for the classes they are assigned, to work closely with cooperating teachers and to be assessed by their teacher educators (Ayot and Wanga, 1987; Brown and Nacino-Brown, 1990) .
The TP Guide defines supervisors as 'regular examiners during teaching practice. Most of them are specialized in Sciences, Languages or Social Sciences, they also give advice particularly in their area of specialization' (p. 3). The teacher educators attend a seminar before they can be posted to supervise the student teachers. After the seminar, the teacher educators are expected to supervise student teachers in any subject (e.g. Science specialists may supervise student teachers of English). On every supervision visit teacher educators inspect the student teachers' schemes of work (teaching plans for a whole term), lesson plans, test papers and teaching materials. They also observe the student teacher's lessons, make written notes and then talk to them after the lesson (Ayot and Wanga, 1987; Brown and Nacino-Brown, 1990) . For the purpose of awarding marks, the teacher educators are required to use an observation form (see Appendices 1 and 2). After the TP, the student teachers are awarded the average mark of all their assessments and they are required to earn a minimum of 40% in order to qualify for graduation as a teacher. The student teachers are also expected to be supported by cooperating teachers (regular teachers of English in the placement schools), although the cooperating teachers do not formally assess the student teachers. The main roles of the cooperating teachers are to induct the student teachers into the placement schools, to show them where to start and stop in terms of the teaching syllabus, to help them with planning and teaching and to assist them in obtaining the required teaching resources.
III Methodology
The findings reported in this article were part of a larger study that sought to analyse the experiences of English language student teachers during the practicum in Kenya. In this article, we focus primarily on the influence of supervision on the student teachers' experiences. The research question we address here is: What is the influence of supervision by teacher educators on the practices of English language student teachers during the practicum in Kenya?
This was a qualitative case study involving 17 participants: the six student teachers who were the cases studied here (Ann, Ben, Caro, Dan, Eve and Faith; all of these names are pseudonyms), six supervisors and five cooperating teachers involved in TP in five different schools in Safari Zone (not actual name) in Kenya. The involvement of the three sets of participants in TP allowed for a fuller analysis of teacher learning during the practicum. The participants were selected on the basis of accessibility (i.e. they worked in schools which could be easily reached) and a willingness to participate in the study. This particular university was chosen because it has a long history of teacher education in Kenya with very well established practicum arrangements. The TE curriculum and TP organization at this university are generally typical of the other universities and TE institutions in Kenya.
With the support of the TP coordinators at this university (and after permission by the relevant authorities had been obtained), all 10 English language student teachers posted for TP in this zone were contacted by telephone and given full information regarding the purpose of this study. Two of the 10 English language student teachers declined to participate because they thought the study would put them under undue additional pressure. Eight agreed to participate, but two of them were posted to schools that were difficult to access, geographically. Six student teachers thus participated in the study. The six university teacher educators who would be supervising these student teachers were then contacted and they all agreed to take part, as did the five cooperating teachers in the placement schools (two student teachers shared one cooperating teacher).
Data were generated through semi-structured interviews (see Kvale and Brinkmann, 2008) , observations and analysis of documents over a whole school term lasting three months. Each student teacher was interviewed three times, at the beginning of TP (prior to any observations), in the middle (after two observations) and at the end of the process (after a further two observations). Semi-structured interviews were chosen because they allowed a general set of themes derived from the literature on the practicum to be addressed (these themes provided a degree of consistency in the topics covered with different participants) whilst also giving the interviewer the flexibility to personalize the interviews as needed (e.g. by adding questions, especially probes, and modifying the sequence in which these were asked). This flexibility thus meant that the interviewer was not obliged to adhere rigidly to predetermined questions (Richards, 2003; Creswell, 2007) and could take advantage of interesting issues that emerged in the course of the interview itself. The student teachers were also observed four times teaching different classes over the 12 weeks of the practicum. The purpose of observing the student teachers was to develop an understanding of classroom events, which would provide the context for issues discussed in the interviews. The cooperating teachers and supervisors were interviewed once individually during the last two weeks of the TP. All interviews lasted about one hour and were audio-recorded. The documents analysed included the student teachers' lesson plans, tests and exercises given to learners, the national English language syllabus, textbooks, the university TP Guide and the completed comment forms compiled by teacher educators after each supervision visit.
Following guidelines in Braun and Clarke (2006) and Dörnyei (2007) , the data were transcribed and analysed thematically; that is, they were coded according to emerging issues (with particular attention to supervisory interventions and their impacts on student teachers), then the codes were grouped into categories and organized under major themes. The findings of the study were then presented under these themes as the main headings. Trustworthiness was enhanced through triangulating the data generated from the different sources and from different participants, and checking the consistency of data generated at different times. The analysis also created a thick description of the entire process, and one that gave prominence to the voices of the participants (Richards, 2003; Yin, 2003; Stake 2006; Creswell, 2007) . Relevant ethical issues such as informed consent, confidentiality, anonymity and avoidance of harm were fully considered throughout the process of data generation, analysis and interpretation (Cohen et al., 2007) .
IV Findings
Each of the student teachers who participated in the study was supervised four times during the entire practicum. Below we present an analysis of the student teachers' experiences through three themes: the organization of supervision; feedback from the supervisors; and the influence of the supervision on the student teachers' practices.
Organization of supervision
The supervision process, as officially defined, involved three stages: a pre-observation conference between the supervisor and student teacher, the observation by the supervisor of a lesson taught by the student teacher, and a post-observation conference. However, in practice, the supervisors never went through this process in its entirety. Workload (together with the long distances that supervisors often had to travel between schools) was the primary reason for this:
I must admit, if you did that [entire process of supervision] then you would not get time to assess other student teachers elsewhere … In my experience, either the assessors would be very fast in those pre-and post-conferences or overlook them … Maybe the assessor has just come from school A, is going to school B, and due to time pressure, he left that fellow in school A without a post-conference, he is arriving when the teacher in school B is already in class, so there is no pre-conference also. After that, the lecturer is again rushing out to catch a lesson in school C … So I should say from reports by my colleagues, maybe only 20% of the assessors manage it [the whole supervisory process], 80% might not be achieving that. (Supervisor 2) Supervisors had no option but to rush from school to school as they had a quota of school visits each day: As one of them explained: a teacher educator is expected to do a minimum of five assessments per day spread over different schools usually … We expect to assess the student teachers six times, but I think we just manage about four. (Supervisor 6) Time constraints also meant that a supervisor often observed a student teacher twice on the same day (this was the case with five of the six student teachers in this study: they were observed four times in total, twice on two separate days). Additionally, student teachers were sometimes assessed at 'odd times'. For example, some supervisory visits took place after official class hours (in such cases the student teacher -or on occasion the head teacher -would persuade the learners to stay at school longer so that the lesson could be held); there were also cases when supervisors visited student teachers very late in the term when the learners were sitting for exams. This happened to one of the student teachers, Ann:
The last supervisor came at a very odd time; first it was very late in the term, in fact the students were doing exams; secondly, the lecturer came after 5pm … and she was so rigid … I told her that it was not good to assess me during that time but she was very rude and she was claiming that it was our mistake, that we did not inform the zone coordinator that the students were doing exams, she didn't care. She just said 'you have to teach or else I will just say that you refused to be assessed.' She couldn't understand. The students cooperated very much but I felt very bad. (Ann, Interview 3) Another organizational characteristic of these student teachers' TP was that, with one exception, they were supervised by teacher educators who were not English language teaching (ELT) specialists. We comment further on this point below.
The study also indicated there was no coordination between the supervisors and the cooperating teachers. When the supervisors visited the schools they did not meet cooperating teachers to discuss student teachers' progress or how they might be supported. Interviews with all the cooperating teachers revealed this lack of coordination. One of them explained the situation as follows: They [supervisors] do not talk to us … I would say that's kind of what happens … I think it's not right. Because, I feel maybe if say somebody comes, assesses and feels that maybe a student teacher needs assistance in a particular aspect of English teaching, since the lecturer is leaving, they can talk to the cooperating teacher … but they don't do that … if you talk to them, it is by chance when say it is break time as they are waiting to assess but just casual talk, sometimes about irrelevant things like politics. Usually they are in a hurry to leave. (Cooperating Teacher A) All the supervisors confirmed that they had little time for any meaningful discussions with cooperating teachers. Again, workload was cited as a key reason here, as one of them stated:
It is true we do not talk to cooperating teachers when we go to schools for assessment. You see, we are very few and we have very many students so that if you go to a school and also want to talk to a cooperating teacher, you might not assess all students in the field. (Supervisor 2) Supervisors also reflected on the lack of any formal co-ordination between the university and schools, which meant that the appointment of cooperating teachers was largely an ad hoc process (decided on by head teachers in schools) and that, consequently, cooperating teachers were not fully briefed on their role. As one supervisor explained:
Well, it is true that we should have some formalized arrangement with schools which stipulates how the cooperating teachers and even the heads of schools can assist our students during teaching practice. But there is a disconnect somewhere; there is a problem on our part, we do not prepare them for that role. So our student teachers receive very little assistance from our cooperating teachers … Not because those teachers are not willing, but because as a university, we have not gone out there to define their role. (Supervisor 3) Overall, the logistics of the supervisory visits did not seem conducive to supporting the development of student teachers' instructional practices and pedagogical reasoning. There was no apparent logic to the timing of visits, no continuity of contact between student teachers and supervisors (thus precluding the development of any rapport), limited opportunities for pre-and post-lesson conferences, and a very one-sided approach to the arrangement, with student teachers required to conform to supervisors' schedules. Communication between supervisors and cooperating teachers was scarce, and the latter very often did not fully understand what their role was in the supervisory process. Additionally (and a point we do not have space to develop here), cooperating teachers very often took a hands-off approach to their role and had little contact with the student teachers they were meant to be supporting.
Supervisors' feedback
Two main issues emerged concerning the supervisors' feedback to the student teachers. First, it related mostly to general pedagogy (rather than specifically to teaching English) and, second, it was mainly evaluative and directive.
a Focus on general pedagogy: The study revealed that, during the brief post-observation conferences the supervisors managed to hold with the student teachers, the comments they gave were mainly on general pedagogical practice, not specifically relevant to ELT. Here are two student teachers talking about the kinds of feedback they received after a visit:
At the end of the lesson, she gave me the strengths of my lesson and the weaknesses. She said that the introduction part was well done. She told me that I reviewed the previous lesson well and linked it to the current lesson that I was teaching. She also told me that I had performed well as far as chalkboard use was concerned and that the control of the class was also okay. She said the students were involved and generally the lesson was also good. Then she advised me to avoid chorus answers and file names of students in my class. (Faith, Interview 2) Basically, she was correcting areas like the mode of dressing. I didn't button my blouse completely … and shoes, they should not be making noise when you walk around … She also talked about how I should be rewarding students. (Ann, Interview 2) In their comments, supervisors talked about the preparation of schemes of work and lesson plans, writing learning objectives, maintenance of records such as learners' attendance and test scores, and records of what had been taught. They also talked about the involvement and rewarding of learners, procedures such as introduction, development and conclusion of a lesson and the use of teaching aids. Some of the comments centred on broader issues such as appropriate attire.
A total of 24 observation forms (four for each student teacher), copies of which were given to the student teachers after supervision, were analysed (for examples, see Appendices 1 and 2), and these confirmed that written feedback focused on general pedagogy. Out of all the supervision comments analysed, there was only one direct comment on ELT. This was given during Dan's first supervision and it said: 'you need to emphasize the impact of stress on meaning too.' Dan said during his subsequent interview that it was the most relevant supervision he had:
He told me that I did not emphasize stress in meaning. For example we were dealing with words which are either nouns or verbs depending on which part is stressed; words like ′contract, con′tract; ′project, pro′ject. His comments were very useful. Because later I came to know that when I'm teaching about something, I need to emphasize on the meaning because that is what is more useful … Yes he was an English language specialist. (Dan, Interview 3) Of course, the lack of subject-specific feedback related directly to the expertise of the supervisors; as noted earlier, there was only one occasion (that just referred to by Dan) where these student teachers of English were visited by an English specialist supervisor. The reason for this was that the number of student teachers of English at the university in this study was far greater than the number of specialist ELT supervisors. The teacher educators reported that they had about 400 English language student teachers out on TP at the same time, yet there were only four ELT specialist lecturers.
When student teachers were asked how they felt about the lack of subject specialist supervision, they stated that supervision by specialists would have been more beneficial for them. They were aware of aspects of ELT they needed support in -such as integrating literature and language, teaching writing skills, and some areas of grammar -but for which no help was forthcoming from the supervisors. At the same time, some student teachers were relieved when the supervisor was not an English specialist:
I was lucky … if he was an English language specialist, there are terms that he would have wanted me to use in class in explaining repetition. I felt like the way I explained some terms that morning, you know after preparing a teaching aid in a hurry, somebody else would have discovered they were not satisfactory. I personally knew I did not explain the different types of repetition in poetry, you know like refrain, chorus, role of repetition in poetry and relationship between repetition and rhyme or rhythm, etc … Yeah, I think if he had been from the English department, he would also have advised me you know, on issues like how to integrate the topic with language, such things. But I think he didn't discover that. Instead he talked about things like the teaching aid was not bold enough or that I did not hang it at a central place in the classroom, etc. (Eve, Interview 3)
During interviews with the supervisors, five out of six of them acknowledged that they concentrated on the general aspects of pedagogy and avoided talking about ELT content because they did not feel competent enough to address subject-specific issues. They feared that they might confuse the student teachers or possibly contradict what the student teachers had been taught at university. Consequently the supervisors felt that the ELT student teachers would benefit more from a specialist. Indeed, some student teachers did report that there were instances when the comments they were given did not seem appropriate to ELT:
It's like everybody gives their own comments based on their area of specialization, this lecturer who comes from the History department even quoted examples from history … something to do with the struggle for independence … I wondered what that had to do with the grammarthe comparatives and superlatives that I had been teaching but of course I didn't [ask]. How could I? I think comments from English/literature specialists would be more relevant than those from somebody in another department. (Caro Interview 3) b Evaluative and directive feedback: This study also found that supervision largely involved supervisors providing evaluative and directive feedback. Feedback typically focused on what the student teachers had done right or wrong, on assigning grades to various categories of performance (see Appendices 1 and 2) and on telling the student teacher what to do next time. The student teachers' role in feedback sessions was largely a receptive one. Most of the supervisors seemed to recognize that the student teachers ought to be involved in the discussion; but they mostly cited lack of time as an obstacle to that mutual discussion; as one of them stated: 'We rarely have time for student teachers presenting their own views, we quickly give our comments and rush elsewhere' (Supervisor 2). The student teachers' interviews also indicated that the process of supervision was mainly directive:
Being student teachers we always just say yes to every assessor because you do not want to argue with them … of course you cannot explain anything; you just say yes madam or, yes sir, it's ok. These are your assessors, and they are supposed to grade you at the end of the day, because you don't want to lose marks, you just have to go with whatever they say. But I wish they could ask us our views about the lessons. (Eva, Interview 3) It was also evident from the supervisors' written comments (see Appendices 1 and 2) that the feedback was evaluative and directive. Examples of evaluative comments were 'Objectives … were simple and stated in behavioural terms', and 'Pupils' responses were adequately rewarded' while an example of directive feedback was:
Avoid chorus answers: pick one student to respond at a time, avoid pocketing when teaching, summarise salient points of the lesson on chalkboard and cut down on use of phrases 'ok' and 'are we together'.
The interviews with supervisors and student teachers and the analysis of supervisors' reports did not provide any evidence that the post-observation conferences gave student teachers the opportunity to reflect on their pedagogical decisions and the reasons behind them.
Given contemporary understandings of teacher learning, student teachers' limited engagement in the discussion of their teaching was problematic, but it is not an issue that the student teachers in this study were particularly surprised about. The roles played by themselves and their supervisors were customary in the educational culture of which they were members and it was generally accepted that the role of supervisors was to be directive and that of the student teachers was to conform to the directives they received. Reflection and pedagogical reasoning played no part in this process. Student teachers' expectations of the role they expected their supervisors to play were made quite clear in their first interviews:
I expect the supervisors to correct the mistakes that maybe I will make so that when the next supervision comes, I will have ironed out the mistakes … and I will learn to avoid those mistakes in future … the lecturers know better than us. (Ann Interview 1) I expect them [supervisors] to correct me because I know I have my weaknesses. So, I know when the supervisor comes in he is the one to show me that 'this is your weakness, you should improve in this area and this one'. So generally it is the corrections … I just expect him or her to correct me on where I am weak. (Ben Interview 1) I will appreciate being told my weak points. Because I'd be thinking that I am the best yet I have some weaknesses … I expect to be given corrections, and I expect to be appreciated where the lecturer feels that I have done well. And I expect to be told that 'this is not the way it goes'. So that I may be able to make a good teacher when I become one. (Dan Interview 1) There were in theory opportunities for student teachers to reflect on their own teaching and in the forms student teachers used for their lesson plans: there was a box for noting down their reflections after each lesson. However, most of the student teachers did not write comments in the space. Those who did wrote brief and general remarks such as 'well done', 'covered', 'taught well or taught as planned'. The student teachers' inability to use this reflective opportunity productively is not surprising; they had not been prepared to do so and did not recognize how their own reflections might be a source of teacher learning: supervisors' feedback seemed to be the only legitimate source of insight into such learning. Additionally, as we discuss below, the student teachers were reluctant to write anything self-critical which might have encouraged the supervisor to give them a lower grade.
The impact of supervision
The evidence from this study indicates that the primary impact of supervision on student teachers was fear, and thus student teachers' practices were consequently powerfully constrained by a perceived need to please the supervisors. We discuss these two related issues below.
a Fear of supervision: Perhaps the most powerful impact of supervision was that it motivated student teachers to remain vigilant at all times: the fear of receiving a poor assessment meant they had to be prepared for unannounced visits. Caro captured this clearly:
Supervision keeps you on your toes, you know; you have to work hard to earn your marks. But when the supervisors are through, you also relax, like my last supervisor told me the four times they had assessed me were enough. So I also relaxed; I was not writing the lesson plans any more … I wasn't now using the teaching aids, but earlier, I was even using a radio in class, charts and such things, but now the chalkboard was my only teaching aid … I stopped because they were just cumbersome. (Caro, Interview 3) The fear of supervision was a sentiment shared by all student teachers in their interviews. These fears were often based on stories they had heard from friends who had been on the course before them. As Ann explained:
I am quite scared of them [supervisors] , according to the experience from my friends, they can give you a grade that is below average, your life will depend on what they will write on the assessment sheet … Am not being pessimistic but anything can happen! You can really prepare well and not impress the assessor. There are some people who are never impressible … I know this from the experience from my friends … past TP teachers … they prepared well but they told us they were given very low grades. (Ann, Interview 1)
Another reason for this fear of supervision seemed to be the fact that the student teachers were not quite clear of what the supervisors would be assessing. All the student teachers stated that they were not briefed about supervision or any other issues regarding TP. For example, Faith said during her first interview:
We were not told the specific things they will be looking for. I only have a rough idea … Maybe the teaching method, if am following my lesson plans, the introduction, development, the conclusion and also the dressing code. (Faith, Interview 1) The student teachers did not have any documents that could guide them clearly on what to do or expect. They were not given copies of the Teaching Practice Guide (1990) , which contained such guidelines but which only the supervisors had.
b Pleasing supervisors: Supervisory visits were unannounced, but as supervisors visited all the schools in a particular zone at the same time, student teachers, informed by colleagues in nearby schools, often had an idea when supervisions would take place. Once they had been alerted in this way, student teachers made special preparations for their lessons in order to please their supervisors as much as possible:
When we know the assessor is coming you make your lesson plan according to what you think will make them happy, even making some funny things in the name of teaching aids -that we don't use in other days … you need to look for marks! Have the files neat, organizing the lesson plan and maybe putting some things in order … We teach plastic lessons to please them. When we don't expect them, you just, prepare what you know the girls will enjoy and be more flexible. (Ben, Interview 3) Of paramount importance for student teachers was that they prepared detailed lesson plans in which information was presented under a prescribed set of headings. These headings included: subject, topic, date and time, lesson objectives, actual content being taught, learning activities and learning resources. The student teachers also had to show the progression of the lesson from the introduction to the conclusion. An analysis of student teachers' lesson plans over the practicum period showed they adhered to the same format of lesson planning throughout (at least until their supervised period was over); it was an area of their work supervisors attached great importance to, and this meant that student teachers were not willing to take risks by deviating from the format supervisors seemed happy with. For example, Faith stated during her second interviews that:
I cannot afford to deviate from the lesson format. That is very risky because it is a sure way of losing marks. I don't want to fail my TP, you know. The supervisors insisted that the format must be followed as it is, so we must obey them … maybe when I become a qualified teacher I will be able to adjust my lesson formats when necessary. (Faith, Interview 2) All the student teachers here added that even the learners were alerted and specially prepared when supervision was likely. Ann noted that:
I just inform them [learners] like today when I suspect the supervisor is coming tomorrow. I tell them I will teach you this, maybe nouns … and then they will be aware of what I am going to teach them the next day. So, the next day when I ask a question all their hands are up … I can't just go to class and tell them to participate. Yeah, they need some time to prepare. (Ann, Interview 2) In contrast to this drive to please supervisors, all the student teachers felt that they taught in a more comfortable manner when supervisors were not in class and that under those circumstances they had a chance to try out techniques that they would not want to 'take chances with' (Dan, Interview 3) during supervision. As Eve explained:
One thing that is really bad is that the time a student teacher teaches without a supervisor she is very comfortable, because there is no one there for her to please, she's there to teach and free to try out things as someone practising teaching you know … But when the supervisor is seated in class, things change. Like when my supervisors came, I was only there to please them, I kept looking at them, and my learners, as in: have I done something wrong … are the learners behaving well? (Eve, Interview 2) Supervisions thus seemed to constrain any creativity that student teachers might have wanted to express during TP.
V Discussion
Our primary concern here was the impact of supervision on trainees' practices as English language teachers. From the impacts reported here, we believe we can also draw conclusions about the extent to which TP facilitated growth in student teachers' pedagogical reasoning. As noted earlier, this is one the stated goals of TP in Kenya (Teaching Practice Guide, 1990) , and an issue that is considered important in the literature on TP more generally (e.g. Richards, 1998; Johnson, 1999; Youngs and Bird, 2010 ). Our conclusion is that such growth most likely occurred in a very limited manner. The immediate explanation for this is that student teachers did not have any scaffolded opportunities to critically interrogate and reflect on their own practices. This is not to say that developments in their classroom practices were not evident; through the TP, the student teachers did improve in a range of general pedagogical skills, such as writing lesson plans, defining objectives, involving learners during lessons, timing activities, and using resources. There was evidence that their subject matter knowledge also grew, as they were compelled to master formal aspects of English language and literature that they were expected to teach learners. However, these forms of teacher learning were largely behavioural, i.e. they were motivated by student teachers' concern to plan and manage the classroom well and to appear credible (i.e. knowledgeable) in the eyes of learners and supervisors. Teacher learning oriented towards examining and understanding the rationales for classroom behaviours was simply not a facet of these student teachers' experiences during the practicum.
The data we have presented here point to a number of factors that contributed to this situation. One fundamental issue was the conceptualization of teacher learning which underpinned both the teacher education programme at the university and TP. It was clear here that learning to be an effective teacher was seen to consist of mastering a series of discrete, identifiable and observable behaviours (teacher learning as skill learning; Richards and Farrell, 2005) . Student teachers were assessed on their ability to write lesson plans, use resources, and similar behaviours. The quality of the thinking behind their pedagogical decisions was not considered.
A second factor contributing to limited opportunities for growth in student teachers' pedagogical reasoning was the assessment orientation of the practicum. As we argued earlier, supervisors do have an important quality control role to play during TP (as discussed, for example, in Stimpson et al., 2000; Bailey, 2006) ; however, we also highlighted contemporary thinking which stresses the importance of support to facilitate student teachers' professional growth (see Tang, 2003; Farrell, 2007; Youngs and Bird, 2010) . In this study, supervisors provided limited support, as did, in most cases, cooperating teachers; we have not discussed the latter in detail here, but Hobson et al. (2009) provide a review of literature on mentoring beginning teachers which sheds light on some of the difficulties with the cooperating teachers alluded to here. Given this lack of support, and their fear of failing, it was only natural that student teachers avoided experimental practices for which they may have been censured. Yet it is such opportunities to experiment, supported by opportunities for reflection, which may have enabled student teachers to develop pedagogical reasoning skills (Johnson, 1999; Caires and Almeida, 2005; White, 2007; Hastings, 2008) . Observed lessons thus became plastic (i.e. artificial) performances motivated by fear of and designed to please supervisors.
Serious structural issues surrounding TP also impinged on the extent to which student teachers had opportunities to develop their pedagogical reasoning. There was no continuity of contact between supervisors and student teachers (presumably this was a logistical problem rather than intentional). Also, supervisors had too many individual visits to complete, in limited time, in schools spread over large areas. This meant that time for pre-observation discussions was rarely available and that post-lesson discussions -a potentially valuable opportunity for student teachers to develop their pedagogical reasoning skills -were often brief. A lack of time also meant that there were no opportunities for supervisors and cooperating teachers to liaise. We can link this to more general difficulties of communication among all parties: supervisors and cooperating teachers did not talk; student teachers were not briefed on how they would be assessed during the practicum and did not even have a copy of the teaching practice handbook; and cooperating teachers were not told what their role in the practicum was.
Another problematic factor we have highlighted here was the limited availability of subject-specialist supervisors. Student teachers were thus generally deprived of feedback on English language teaching; again, resolving this problem would not in itself create conditions for growth in pedagogical reasoning (subject-specialist supervisors might still adopt an assessment, evaluative and directive orientation to supervision); however, it is clear that the absence of subject-specialists meant that the focus of any feedback could only be on general pedagogical knowledge. As we have already acknowledged, the student teachers did develop such knowledge during the practicum; however, their learning with specific reference to the teaching of English, both their subject-specific pedagogy (how to teach English) and their pedagogical content knowledge (how to represent the subject matter of English to learners in meaningful ways) (Shulman, 1986) was, however, severely restricted. Contemporary views of teacher knowledge see this as a complex, multi-faceted and dynamic phenomenon (a scheme proposed by Richards, 1998 , for example, has six types of knowledge, including pedagogical reasoning); contemporary thinking in the field also argues for the need to develop in teachers an integrated knowledge base which they can deploy effectively in the classroom. Morton et al. (2006: 38) thus argue that LTE 'should recognise the complexities of what constitutes "subject knowledge" in language teaching, and how it is inseparable from 'teaching knowledge''.' The TP experience of the student teachers studied here was not one that promoted the development of subject-specific pedagogic skills, of pedagogical reasoning or of the kind of integrated knowledge base referred to above.
VI Conclusions
This study suggests that a combination of structural and conceptual factors constrained the productivity of TP for the student teachers, particularly in terms of the development of their pedagogical reasoning. The structural difficulties were clearly real, but resolving these would not in itself lead to an experience more facilitative of growth in student teachers' practices and pedagogical reasoning. A deeper change in the way teacher learning is conceived of by the university, supervisors, and student teachers is also required. Such a change would necessarily imply changes in the ways that all parties -supervisors, cooperating teachers and student teachers -conceived of their role during TP.
We acknowledge that while it easy to recommend such changes, their implementation raises many difficulties. The structural and conceptual limitations we have identified here are of course located within established socio-cultural practices in Kenya, and addressing some of the challenges highlighted in this article requires a critical examination of the fundamental bases of teacher education across the country. Thus, while change of this order will always be slow, it must begin somewhere and we believe that this study -as the first to empirically document Kenya student teachers' practicum experiences -can play a role in creating an awareness of the kinds of changes that are required if TP -and initial teacher education in Kenya generally -is to become a process which supports the initial and continuing development of English language teachers. To conclude, therefore, we will list some of the questions emerging here which can provide the starting point for debate about English language teacher education in Kenya and which may stimulate further research into TP:
1. What structural changes to the current TP system might allow supervisors to spend more time with individual student teachers? 2. How can the requirement to assess student teachers be balanced against the need to support their professional development during TP? 3. How can communication between university supervisors and co-operating teachers be improved? 4. What support do co-operating teachers require in order to fulfil their roles more productively?
5. What support do supervisors require to better enable them to supervise student teachers across a range of subjects? 6. How can more attention be given during TP to the development of student teachers' subject-specific pedagogical skills? 7. What changes to the current approach to TP would allow it to incorporate contemporary views of teacher learning? 8. What opportunities can be created during TP for student teachers to experiment, take risks, and reflect on their experiences?
Considering that the supervision of ELT student teachers during TP is quite similar in Kenya and many other countries in Africa (e.g. Tembe, 2006; Degado, 2007; Vavrus, 2009) we believe that the analysis in this article is relevant to such contexts. Further research, though, both in Kenya and elsewhere is required to generate the empirical insights required for informed decision-making about appropriate ways of organizing language teacher education generally and TP specifically.
